CALIFORNIA COURT OF APPEAL 


FIRST APPELLATE DISTRICT 
DIVISION FOUR 

CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY ) 

INTERNATIONAL, ) Court of Appeal No. A 075027 

) 

Plaintiff - Respondent ) 

) 

v. ) 

) 

GERALD ARMSTRONG, ) Marin County Superior Court 

) No. 157680 

Defendant - Appellant. ) Hon. Gary W. Thomas 

) Superior Court Judge 

_ ) 


MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL, MEMORANDUM OF POINTS 
AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT THEREOF, AND 
DECLARATION OF ANDREW H. WILSON IN SUPPORT THEREOF 


ANDREW H. WILSON, SBN 063209 
WILSON CAMPILONGO LLP 
115 Sansome Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
(415)391-3900 


ERIC M. LIEBERMAN 
Rabinowitz, Boudin, Standard, 
Krinsky & Lieberman, P.C. 
740 Broadway, 5th Floor 
New York, NY 10003 
(212) 254-1111 


Attorneys for Plaintiff and Respondent 






TABLE OF CONTENTS 


Page 


TABLE OF AUTHORITIES. ii 

MOTION TO DISMISS .1,2 

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES .1-10 

INTRODUCTION.1 

THE PROCEEDINGS BELOW.1 

ARGUMENT.6 

CONCLUSION .9 

DECLARATION OF ANDREW H. WILSON IN SUPPORT OF 

MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL.1-8 

EXHIBITS A - G 


l 












CALIFORNIA COURT OF APPEAL 


FIRST APPELLATE DISTRICT 
DIVISION FOUR 
) 

) Court of Appeal No. A 075027 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) Marin County Superior Court 

) No. 157680 

) Hon. Gary W. Thomas 

) Superior Court Judge 

) 


MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL, MEMORANDUM OF POINTS 
AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT THEREOF, AND 
DECLARATION OF ANDREW H. WILSON IN SUPPORT THEREOF 


INTRODUCTION 

Plaintiff and Respondent Church of Scientology International moves this Court 
to dismiss the appeal of Defendant and Appellant Gerald Armstrong on the ground that 
he has been held to be in ongoing contempt of the very court order from which he seeks 
to appeal, that he is a fugitive from that court order, and that a bench warrant has been 
issued by the Superior Court for his arrest pursuant to the order of contempt. Pending 
determination of this motion, respondent seeks a temporary stay of respondent’s 
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obligation to file Respondent’s Brief, until, if necessary, thirty days after the 
determination of this motion by this Court. 

This motion is based upon the attached memorandum of points and authorities, 
the declaration of Andrew H. Wilson and the accompanying exhibits, and the files of 
record of this case, and such other and further evidence as may properly come before 
this Court at the hearing of this matter. 

Pursuant to California Rules of Court, Appellate Rule 41, any showing in 
opposition to this motion shall be served and filed within 10 days after the service of the 
motion. 


Dated: November 18, 1997 Respectfully submitted, 

WILSON CAMPILONGO LLP 


RABINOWITZ. BOUDIN, 
STANDARD, KRINSKY & 
LIEBERMAN, P.C. 



Andrew H. Wilson 


Attorneys for Plaintiff/Respondent 
CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 


INTRODUCTION 

Respondent Church of Scientology International (“Church” or “CSI”) moves to 
dismiss this appeal because Appellant Gerald Armstrong (“Armstrong”) has willfully 
disobeyed the injunctive order from which he appeals and has been held in contempt for 
that disobedience. “A party to an action cannot, with right or reason, ask the aid and 
assistance of a court in hearing his demands while he stands in an attitude of contempt 
to legal orders and processes of the courts of this state.” MacPherson v. MacPherson 
(1939) 13 Cal. 2d 271, 277, 89 P.2d 382. The court below held appellant Gerald 
Armstrong in contempt of court for willful violation of the permanent injunction which 
is the subject of this appeal and punished Armstrong by imposing a fine of $1,000.00 
and a term of confinement in the County Jail for a period not to exceed 48 hours. Rather 
than discharging the contempt order of the Superior Court, or properly noticing a timely 
appeal from it, Armstrong fled the United States and is prosecuting this appeal from 
Canada. The appeal should therefore be dismissed. 

THE PROCEEDINGS BELOW 

This action arose out of numerous clear and egregious breaches by Armstrong 
of a settlement agreement (the “Settlement Agreement”) he entered into with the Church. 
In December 1986 the Church sought to end a period of long and bitter litigation with 
Armstrong , a former member turned professional anti-Scientologist. It paid Armstrong 
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$800,000 and entered into the Settlement Agreement which required Armstrong to end 
his litigation against the Church, and to refrain from aiding others in litigation, to return 
to the Church the documents which he had stolen and all copies of them, to refrain from 
aiding others in litigation, to refrain from discussing with third parties his experiences 
with the Scientology faith, and to keep confidential all terms of the Settlement 
Agreement itself. Declaration of Andrew H. Wilson, f 2 (hereinafter “Wilson Dec., If 

_”) These provisions were necessary because, in addition to being a litigant, 

Armstrong had become a professional expert witness in litigation against the Church, 
devoting virtually all his time and energy to fomenting litigation against the Church and 
providing assistance to other persons litigating claims against the Church. Id. 

Unfortunately, the peace which the Church bargained for was short-lived. In 
1990, Armstrong conveyed virtually all of his assets to his lawyer and close friends and 
then began repeatedly breaching the Settlement Agreement. Wilson Dec., ]J 3. This 
action was filed in February 1992 in the Superior Court of Marin County (where 
Armstrong resided) seeking injunctive relief to prohibit further violations and damages 
for the violations which had occurred. Armstrong was able to delay a motion for 
preliminary injunction through various procedural maneuvers, including a successful 
motion to change venue to Los Angeles County. 1 Wilson Dec., f 4. In May, 1992, after 
an extensive evidentiary hearing, the Hon. Ronald Sohigian entered a preliminary 
injunction which prohibited further violations of these key provisions of the Settlement 


- In a later about-face, Armstrong stipulated to transfer of the action back to the 
Marin County Superior Court where it was assigned to the Hon. Gary Thomas. 
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Agreement. Id. The ink was scarcely dry on Judge Sohigian’s order when Armstrong 
declared his defiance: 

A. When I mean, I have, I have absolutely no 
intention of honoring that settlement agreement. I 
cannot. I cannot logically. I cannot ethically. I cannot 
morally. I cannot psychically. I cannot philosophically. 

I cannot spiritually. I cannot in any way. And it is 
firmly my intention not to honor it. 

Q. No matter what a court says? 

A. No court could order it. They’re going to have to kill me. 

Wilson Dec., f 5 and Exh. A thereto. 

Armstrong petitioned for a writ of mandate, which was denied and then filed an 
interlocutory appeal. The Court of Appeal, Second Appellate District, affirmed Judge 
Sohigian, recognizing that it was quite proper to restrain “.. . Armstrong’s voluntary 
intermeddling in other litigation against the Church, in violation of his own agreement.” 
Wilson Dec. 6 and Exh. B thereto, p. 10. 

The Church successfully moved for summary adjudication of certain causes of 
action and was awarded $300,000. The Church then moved for summary adjudication 
of its injunctive relief claim, which was granted in October 1995. By his Order of 
Permanent Injunction dated October 17, 1995, the Hon. Gary Thomas found that 
Armstrong violated the Settlement Agreement repeatedly. Order of Permanent 
Injunction (Wilson Deck, Exh. C), at 2-6. Finding that “Defendant Armstrong has 
reiterated numerous times that he intends to contin[ue] breaching the [Settlement] 
Agreement unless he is ordered by the Court to cease and desist” and that “entry of a 
permanent injunction in this action is necessary ... because pecuniary compensation 
could not afford the Church adequate relief’ (Id. at 6), Judge Thomas issued an Order 
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of Permanent Injunction enjoining further violations. Id. at 7-8. Armstrong then 
declared bankruptcy and contended that not only was the damage award discharged, but 
also that he was discharged from all obligations under the Settlement Agreement, 
including those which prohibited his voluntary intermeddling in litigation against the 
Church. The Church was required to bring an adversary proceeding in which it 
established that these obligations were not discharged. Wilson Dec., If 9. 

Armstrong’s violations of the Settlement Agreement and the Permanent 
Injunction persisted. On January 26,1992, Armstrong submitted a 45-page declaration 
against the Religious Technology Center (“RTC”) one of the named Beneficiaries of the 
Settlement Agreement directly to the Hon. Ronald M. Whyte of the United States 
District Court for the Northern District of California, who was presiding over a 
copyright infringement case brought by RTC. The declaration was not properly filed 
with the Court, although Armstrong gratuitously “served" it on all parties. The goal of 
this transparent subterfuge was to make the declaration widely available. Wilson Dec., 
11 } On July 5, 1997, Judge Thomas held Armstrong in contempt of court for this 
egregious conduct, stating: 

ARMSTRONG willfully disobeyed the Order [of 
Permanent Injunction]. On or about January 26, 1997, 


- Armstrong had been only recently warned. Armstrong previously violated 
the Permanent Injunction when on October 7,1996, he wrote a long letter to the Los 
Angeles City Council opposing the naming of a city street after L. Ron Hubbard, the 
founder of Scientology. He then made the letter available for posting on the Internet. 
The Church did not seek an order of contempt for this violation, but instead turned 
the other cheek and simply warned Armstrong by letter not to commit further 
violations. The Church’s restraint was rewarded by Armstrong’s direct submission 
of the declaration to Judge Whyte. Wilson Dec., ]fl| 10-11. 
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ARMSTRONG sent a document entitled 
DECLARATION OF GERALD ARMSTRONG to 
United States District Judge Ronald M. Whyte. Judge 
Whyte was at the time presiding over three cases in 
which the plaintiff is RTC [one of the Scientology related 
entities against which Armstrong had agreed not to assist 
litigants and which was covered by the Permanent 
Injunction]. In the Declaration, ARMSTRONG recites 
his understanding that he was prohibited from sending 
such a Declaration directly to litigants and states that he 
is instead sending it directly to Judge Whyte in the hopes 
of influencing his decision on a pending matter. This 
evidences ARMSTRONG’S willful disobedience of the 
Order and Judgment. 

Order of Contempt (Wilson Dec., ^ 12, Exh. F). 

Judge Thomas then found that “GERALD ARMSTRONG is guilty of Contempt 
of Court for failure to obey the Order and Judgment.” Id. and noted, “the Order was 
valid and enforceable; ARMSTRONG had knowledge of the Order, and had the ability 
to comply with the Order and willfully disobeyed the Order.” Id. Armstrong was 
ordered punished for contempt by a fine of $1,000 and forty-eight hours confinement 
in the county jail. Id. at 3. Armstrong did not appeal the Order of Contempt and the 
time for filing a notice of appeal of that Order has passed. 

Rather, in the face of the Order of Contempt, Armstrong fled the United States. 
He has not paid the $1,000 fine and he has not submitted to confinement in the county 
jail. Wilson Dec., 13. A Bench Warrant issued by Judge Thomas on August 6, 1997 
is still outstanding. Bench Warrant, Wilson Dec., Id. Indeed, Armstrong continued to 
defy the Order of Permanent Injunction even after he was found in contempt by the 
Superior Court. On October 28, 1997, the German television service broadcast an 
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interview with Armstrong in which he repeatedly violated the Order of Permanent 
Injunction. Wilson Decl. I, ^ 4. 

Armstrong’s defiance continues before this Court. In his Opening Brief, he 
boldly reaffirms his refusal to abide by the court’s lawful orders and declares (speaking 
of himself in the third person), “he cannot be silenced by the obstructive [Settlement 
Agreement], nor by the Marin Court’s enforcement.” Appellant’s Opening Brief at 41. 3 

ARGUMENT 

Armstrong’s appeal should be dismissed because he has refused to comply with 
the order of the Superior Court in this action. As a contemnor, and now a fugitive, he 
may not proceed with his appeal. Moreover, while Armstrong cannot be bothered by 
compliance with the orders of the Superior Court, he is nonetheless willing to place the 
massive imposition of this appeal on respondent and this Court. The record on this 
appeal is extensive as evidenced by Armstrong’s designation of 224 exhibits, amounting 
to many thousands of pages, for inclusion in the Clerk’s Transcript. 4 Rather than engage 
in an unnecessary and unwarranted review of the Superior Court’s order (which review 
would only demonstrate Armstrong’s refusal to comply with his own agreement and the 
Court’s orders), this Court should follow established precedent and dismiss Armstrong’s 


- Armstrong’s Opening Brief is dated August 25,1997, less than three weeks 
after the issuance of the Bench Warrant. The brief was mailed from “Chilliwack, 
B.C., Canada” and Armstrong does not provide his address, but rather it is “care of’ 
someone else. Appellant’s Opening Brief, cover and Proof of Service. 

- In his Opening Brief, Armstrong states that he “has no present access to 
published California and U.S. law and appellate opinions.” Appellant’s Opening 
Brief at 3. Presumably, this is due to his own decision to flee the country. 
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appeal because he is in open and continuing contempt of the Superior Court order he 
seeks to challenge. 

The Supreme Court of California held in MacPherson v. MacPherson (1939) 13 

Cal. 2d 271, 89 P.2d 382, that a father who had fled California to Mexico with his 

children in violation of the custody arrangements made in his divorce agreement and 

ordered by the court thereby forfeited his right to appeal the court’s order of fees against 

him in the action. The Court stated: 

In secluding the children in a foreign country and alienating 
them, appellant violated not only his agreement with plaintiff 
and the provisions of the interlocutory and final decrees of 
divorce, but he has also wilfully and purposely evaded legal 
processes and contumaciously defied and nullified every attempt 
to enforce the judgments and orders of the California courts, 
including the very order from which he seeks relief by this 
appeal. Such flagrant disobedience and contempt effectually bar 
him from receiving the assistance of an appellate tribunal. A 
party to an action cannot, with right or reason, ask the aid and 
assistance of a court in hearing his demands while he stands in 
an attitude of contempt to legal orders and processes of the 
courts of this state. 

Id at 277. 

Armstrong cannot proceed with his appeal to test the validity of the Permanent 
Injunction. The law does not give him the right to decide for himself whether or not he 
will abide by the orders of the courts. As the United States Supreme Court held in an 
appeal brought by an escaped convict, “If we affirm the judgment, he is not likely to 
appear to submit to his sentence. If we reverse it and order a new trial, he will appear 
or not, as he may consider most for his interest. Under such circumstances, we are not 
inclined to hear and decide what may prove to be only a moot case.” Smith v. United 
States, 94 U.S. 97 (1876). As stated by the California Supreme Court in MacPherson, 
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“until that contempt is purged appellant is not entitled to a hearing before an appellate 
tribunal.” 13 Cal. 2d at 279. 

The “disentitlement doctrine” established by MacPherson has been routinely 
applied to bar litigants such as Armstrong who are in contempt of court from 
prosecuting their appeal. See Alioto Fish Co. Ltd. v. Alioto (1994) 27 Cal. App.4th 
1669, 34 Cal. Rptr.2d 244, 250-51 (“Although the power to stay or dismiss an appeal 
is typically exercised when the litigant is formally adjudicated in contempt of court, ‘the 
same principle applies to wilful disobedience or obstructive tactics without such an 
adjudication”’) (quoting 9 Wit kin Cal. Procedure (3d ed. 1985) Appeal, § 172, p. 184); 
Say & Say v. Castellano (1994) 22 Cal. App.4th 95,27 Cal. Rptr.2d 270,273 (“It is well 
established that an appellate court may stay or dismiss an appeal by a party who has 
refused to obey the superior court’s legal orders”); Stone v. Bach (1978) 80 Cal. App.3d 
442, 145 Cal. Rptr. 599 (appeal of accounting proceeding dismissed where appellant 
was found in contempt for failing to deposit monies ordered paid into court). The 
language and reasoning of Rude v. Rude (1957) 153 Cal. App.2d 243, 314 P.2d 226 
when it dismissed the appeal of a contumacious husband, is remarkably similar to that 
of the Supreme Court in Smith : “The husband’s attitude seems to be that if this case is 
decided in his favor it will be quite all right, but if it is not so decided he will be out of 
reach of the court, so that no matter what is done or what decision is made, he will 
continue to do just as he has done in the past, namely pay no attention whatsoever to any 
order of any court in California insofar as complying with any such order is concerned.” 
This case is virtually on all fours with Smith and Rude. Armstrong urges the Court to 
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reverse the decision below, but if it does not, he will be out of reach of the court and will 
continue, as he has in the past, to willfully defy valid court orders. 

CONCLUSION 

Armstrong’s voluntary intermeddling in other litigation against the Church and 
numerous other clear violations of the Settlement Agreement led to the preliminary 
injunction issued by Judge Sohigian. Armstrong defied the preliminary injunction 
though it was upheld on appeal. Judge Thomas issued a permanent injunction which 
Armstrong unsuccessfully tried to avoid through filing bankruptcy. He then repeatedly 
violated the permanent injunction and was held in contempt for doing do. Rather than 
discharge the contempt, he fled the jurisdiction. He now prosecutes this appeal 
apparently from Canada and, while still in contempt, travels to Germany to commit 
further violations of the permanent injunction from which he appeals. 

Armstrong’s appeal should be dismissed now because he has been held in 
contempt for his willful defiance of the order and judgment from which he appeals. 
Determination of this motion to dismiss requires only reference to the Declaration of 
Andrew H. Wilson, and the accompanying exhibits including the Order of Permanent 
Injunction, the Order of Contempt, and the Bench Warrant. As the appeal is readily 
resolved without reference to the merits of the action and simply by review of these few 
enumerated documents, thereby obviating the need of the Respondent and this Court to 
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review and digest the extensive record, it should be granted in the interests of judicial 
economy. 5 


Dated: November 18, 1997 WILSON CAMPILONGO LLP 

RABINOWITZ, BOUDIN, 



Andrew H. Wilson 


Attorneys for Plaintiff/Respondent 
CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 


- Respondent further requests that its time to respond to Appellant’s Opening 
Brief be stayed pending determination of this Motion to Dismiss Appellant’s Appeal. 
If necessary upon determination of the motion, Respondent further requests an 
additional stay of thirty 7 days from the date of determination of the motion to file its 
answering brief. 
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DECLARATION OF ANDREW H. WILSON IN SUPPORT 
OF MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL 


ANDREW H. WILSON deposes and says: 

1. I am a partner in the law firm of Wilson Campilongo LLP and am an 
attorney admitted to practice law in the State of California. I was the attorney 
principally responsible for the representation of the Plaintiff and Appellant, Church 
of Scientology International (the "Church or CSI") and was lead counsel for CSI in 
the litigation of this matter at the superior court level. As such I have personal 
knowledge of the facts set forth below and, if called upon to testify on such matters, 
would and could do so competently. 

2. In December 1986 the Church entered a settlement (the Settlement 
Agreement") with Gerald Armstrong. This settlement was part of a settlement of a 
number of lawsuits, which included litigation between the Church and Armstrong. 
Armstrong was the "lead" plaintiff, and all plaintiffs were represented by the same 
attorney. Armstrong was also the principal witness for the other plaintiffs, as a self- 
proclaimed expert on the workings and management of the Church. In settling this 
litigation, it was the Church’s desire to end its relationship with Armstrong once and 
for all. In order to accomplish this, the Church insisted on the following covenants 
by Armstrong: (i) Armstrong’s agreement to end his active and voluntary support 
to anti-Scientology litigants which he had been voluntarily providing in the form of 
purported expert declarations and testimony for the preceding several years, (ii) 
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Armstrong’s agreement to return to the Church documents which he had stolen and 
all copies of them and (iii) Armstrong’s agreement to refrain from discussing with 
third parties his experiences with the Scientology religion and to keep confidential 
all terms of the settlement itself. In exchange, and as his part of the overall 
settlement, Armstrong received $800,000. 

3. Armstrong, however, quickly betrayed his agreement. In 1990 he 
conveyed to his friends and attorney virtually all of his assets, including an expensive 
house which he had built in Marin County with proceeds from his settlement with 
the Church. Then he resumed voluntary and active litigation support in direct 
violation of the terms of the Settlement Agreement and began making and publicizing 
statements of his purported experiences in and knowledge of the Church. 

4. CSI filed the action underlying this appeal in Marin County Superior 
court in February 1992 (where Armstrong resided). The complaint sought injunctive 
relief to prohibit Armstrong from committing further violations of the Settlement 
Agreement and also liquidated damages for the violations which Armstrong had 
already committed. The Church rapidly obtained a Temporary Restraining Order, 
compelling Armstrong to adhere to the Settlement Agreement but Armstrong was 
able to delay the motion for preliminary injunction through various procedural 
maneuvers, including a motion to change venue to Los Angeles County. In May, 
1992, after an extensive evidentiary hearing, the Hon. Ronald Sohigian entered a 
preliminary injunction which prohibited Armstrong from further violations of the key 
provisions of the settlement agreement. 
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5. In June, 1992 I took Armstrong’s deposition in this case. During the 
deposition, in the face of Armstrong’s assertions that he did not consider himself 
restrained in any way by the contract which he had entered with CSI in 1986, I 
questioned him as to whether he intended to obey the order of Judge Sohigian. 
Armstrong responded: 

A. When I mean, I have, I have absolutely no 
intention of honoring that settlement agreement. I 
cannot. I cannot logically, I cannot ethically. I cannot 
morally. I cannot psychically. I cannot 
philosophically. I cannot spiritually. I cannot in any 
way. And it is firmly my intention not to honor it. 

Q. No matter what a court says? 

A. No court could order it. They’re going to have to kill me. 

A true and correct copy of the relevant pages of that deposition are attached hereto 
and incorporated herein as Exhibit A. 

6. Armstrong sought review of the preliminary injunction by writ of 
mandate which was denied on November 20, 1992 and then prosecuted an 
interlocutory appeal. On May 16, 1994,the Court of Appeal for the Second 
Appellate District affirmed the issuance of the preliminary injunction by its 
unpublished opinion of that date, a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto 
and incorporated herein by reference as Exhibit B. 

7. True to his challenge to the order of the Court and his avowal to 
disregard his contractual obligations, Armstrong continued to engage in breaches of 
the terms of settlement and of the preliminary injunction issued by Judge Sohigian. 
CSI responded by amending its complaint several times in order to incorporate these 
new breaches. After Armstrong stipulated to a transfer of the action back to Marin 
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County where it had originally been brought and where Armstrong had resided 
throughout the case, the Church then brought and won a series of summary 
adjudication motions on specific breaches, ultimately being awarded a total of 
$300,000 in liquidated damages. CSI filed and won a motion for summary 
adjudication on its claim for a permanent injunction. Further, on summary 
adjudication the Church obtained the dismissal of Armstrong’s cross-complaint 
attacking the validity and enforceability of the settlement agreement and also obtained 
the dismissal of Armstrong’s affirmative defenses. Judge Gary H. Thomas entered 
a detailed, carefully crafted Order of Permanent Injunction of October 17, 1995 and 
entered Judgment in the breach of contract case on May 2, 1996. 

8. In his Order of permanent injunction, Judge Thomas enumerated 31 

breaches of the settlement agreement by Armstrong in the period from 1991 to 1995. 

A true and correct copy of the Order of Permanent Injunction and the subsequent 

Judgment attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference as Exhibit C. After 

devoting five pages to the itemization of Armstrong’s breaches of the agreement — 

all of which were carried out in violation of Judge Sohigian’s preliminary injunction 

— the Court recognized the futility of attempting to bring Armstrong into compliance 

with his settlement contract through the imposition of a monetary sanction and noted 

the need for a court order to compel Armstrong’s compliance: 

Defendant Armstrong has reiterated numerous times 
that he intends to continue breaching the Agreement 
unless he is ordered by the Court to cease and desist. 

Accordingly, the Court finds that entry of a permanent 
injunction in this action is necessary in this action 
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because pecuniary compensation could not afford the 
Church adequate relief, and the restrain is necessary in 
order to prevent a multiplicity of actions for breach of 
contract. 

(Exh. C, 6:18-20, 24-27) 

9. Armstrong’s immediate response to the award of $300,000 in 
liquidated damages to CSI and to the issuance of the Order of Permanent Injunction 
was to file for bankruptcy and request that the bankruptcy court discharge this debt 
and the injunction. CSI brought an adversary complaint in opposition. After a one- 
day trial, the Hon. Alan Jaroslovsky, of the U.S. Bankruptcy Court, Santa Rosa 
Division discharged Armstrong’s monetary debt but left whole the Order of 
Permanent Injunction. 

10. Unfortunately Armstrong has chosen to ignore this Order of Permanent 
Injunction of the Marin County Superior Court, just as he earlier had ignored the 
Order of Preliminary Injunction of the Los Angeles Superior Court. On October 7, 
1996 Armstrong sent a letter to the Los Angeles City Council, which at the time was 
considering the renaming of a city street in honor of L. Ron Hubbard, the founder 
of the Scientology religion. Armstrong’s letter (which evidently had no impact on 
the City Council as they ruled virtually unanimously to approve the street name 
change) was a direct and flagrant breach of both the 1986 settlement agreement and 
1995 Order of Permanent Injunction. Armstrong compounded this violation by 
having his letter posted on the Internet. A true and correct copy of the Internet 
posting of Armstrong’s letter is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference 
as Exhibit D. In response to this violation, I sent Armstrong a letter warning him 
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that such actions constituted a violation of Judge Thomas’ order and that "further 
violations of the Order will only serve to exacerbate and compound the seriousness 
of this matter." A true and correct copy of my letter of October 23, 1996 to 
Armstrong is attached hereto and incorporated by reference as Exhibit E. 

11. Unrestrained, Armstrong again violated the Marin Court’s Order. 
This time, on January 26, 1994, Armstrong submitted a 45-page declaration against 
the Religious Technology Center ("RTC"), one of the named beneficiaries of the 
1986 Settlement Agreement. He sent this declaration, containing material directly 
violating the agreement and Order, to the Hon. Ronald M. Whyte, of the United 
States District Court for the Northern District of California, who was presiding over 
several copyright infringement cases brought by RTC. Armstrong’s declaration was 
rejected by the court as improperly submitted. Nevertheless, since this was a further 
and egregious violation of the Order of Permanent Injunction, CSI concluded that 
Armstrong’s actions must be brought to the attention of Judge Thomas. Accordingly, 
CSI moved for an Order to Show Cause why Armstrong should not be held in 
contempt of court for his actions. Rather than responding to the OSC Armstrong 
fled the country, moving to Canada where, to the best of my knowledge, he currently 
resides. Armstrong’s flight required that we serve the Order to Show Cause by 
publication. 

12. Judge Thomas reviewed the evidence and found Armstrong in 
contempt of court. On July 5, 1997 he issued an Order of Contempt which states, 
in part: 
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ARMSTRONG willfully disobeyed the Order [of 
Permanent Injunction]. On or about January 26, 1997 
ARMSTRONG sent a document entitled 
DECLARATION OF GERALD ARMSTRONG to the 
United States District Judge Ronald M. Whyte. Judge 
Whyte was at the time presiding over three cases in 
which the plaintiff is RTC. In the Declaration, 
ARMSTRONG recites his understanding that he was 
prohibited from sending such a Declaration directly to 
litigants and states that he is instead sending it directly 
to Judge Whyte in the hopes of influencing his decision 
on a pending matter. This evidences ARMSTRONG’S 
willful disobedience of the Order and Judgment." 

(A true and correct copy of said order is attached hereto and incorporated herein by 

reference as Exhibit F) In finding Armstrong guilty of Contempt of Court, the 

Marin Court noted that "the Order was valid and enforceable; ARMSTRONG had 

knowledge of the Order, and had the ability to comply with the Order and willfully 

disobeyed the Order." (Id.) 

13. The Court sentenced Armstrong to a $1,000 fine and 48 hours 
confinement in the county jail. (Id.) Armstrong did not appeal the Order of 
Contempt and the time for filing a notice of appeal has passed. On August 6, 1997 
Judge Thomas issued a Bench Warrant for Armstrong’s arrest, a true and correct 
copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit G. The Warrant is still outstanding and 
Armstrong has not appeared to satisfy the terms of the Order of Contempt. 

14. Further, despite the Order of Permanent Injunction, despite the Order 
of Contempt, and despite the Bench Warrant, from his refuge in Canada, Armstrong 
has continued to flagrantly violate the order of the Marin Court and ignore his 
contractual duties to the Church per his 1986 settlement. On October 28, 1997 
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Armstrong appeared on a German television broadcast for which he had given an 


extensive interview, discussing matters at length which constituted repeated violations 
of the Order of Permanent Injunction. I have viewed a videotape of this broadcast 
and have personally observed Armstrong’s numerous statements in violation of that 
Order. The videotape is not made part of the record at this time in order not to 
burden the court. The videotape and/or a transcript can be provided promptly if 
necessary. 

I declare under penalty of perjury pursuant to the laws of the State of 
California that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed this 18th day of 
November, 1997 



ANDREW H. WILSON 
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sinct, sine* '89. 

Q. Okay. 

A. When, I mean, I have, I have absolutely no 
intention of honoring that settlement agreement. I 
cannot. I cannot logically. I cannot ethically. I 
cannot morally. 1 cannot psychically. 2 cannot 
philosophically. I cannot spiritually. I cannot in any 
way. And it is firmly my intention to not honor it. 

Q. No matter what a court says? 

A. No court eould order it,. They're going to 

have to kill me. _ 

Q. Well, let's just hope we don't have to turn 
this into a death penalty case. 

A. Into a what? 

Q. A death penalty case. 

A. Right, but you guys would. 

Q. I'm not the one who stands up and pounds 
the table and screams at people in this deposition, your 
lawyer is. If I were to stand up at this deposition and 
sereaa at you to shut up, would you consider that to be 
an act of fair game? 

a. ^.1 consider the whole thing -- 

‘ • ‘ 7 

Q.<- I know, but if I were to stand up and yell 
■ ^ . 

at to you shut up, would you consider that to be fair 
game? 

MARY HILLABRANO 

w cr -<—>C 


JJO SUTTM STOTT / *fT SXMJtT SAM FMNOSCD, CA *4102 
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IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
SECOND APPELLATE DISTRICT 
DIVISION FOUR 


CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY INTERNATIONAL, ) 

) 

Plaintiff and Respondent, ) 

) 

v. ) 

) 

GERALD ARMSTRONG, ) 

) 

Defendant and Appellant. ) 

__ ) 


j: ■. 


No. B069450 

(Super.Ct.No. BC0523 9 5 ) 
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APPEAL from an order of the Superior Court of 
Los Angeles County, Ronald M. Sohigian, Judge. Affirmed. 

Ford Greene and Paul Morantz for Defendant and 
Appellant. 

Bowles & Moxon, Karen D. Holly, Wilson, Ryan & 
Campilongo, Andrew H. Wilson, Rabinowitz, Boudin, Standard, 
Krinsky & Lieberman, Eric M. Lieberman, and Michael Lee 
Hertzberg for Plaintiff and Respondent. 
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Defendant and appellant Gerald Armstrong (Armstrong) 
appeals from an order granting a preliminary injunction 
restraining Armstrong from voluntarily giving assistance to 
other persons litigating or intending to litigate claims 
against plaintiff and respondent Church of Scientology 
International (Church). 

The injunction was granted to enforce a settlement 
agreement in prior litigation between Armstrong and Church. In 
the settlement, Armstrong agreed he would not voluntarily 
assist other persons in proceedings against Church. 

Armstrong does not deny violating his agreement but 
asserts numerous reasons why his agreement should not be 
enforceable. We conclude that the narrowly-limited preliminary 
injunction, which did not finally adjudicate the merits of 
Armstrong’s claims, was not an abuse of the trial court's 
discretion to make orders maintaining the status quo and 
preventing irreparable harm pending the ultimate resolution of 
the merits. 


FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

Armstrong was a member of Church between 1969 and 
1981. He became an insider of high rank, familiar with Church 
practices and documents. He became disillusioned and left 
Church in 1981. When he left, he took many Church documents 
with him. 
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The Prior Action and Settlement 

Church brought the prior action against Armstrong 
seeking return of the documents, injunctive relief against 
further dissemination of information contained in them, and 
imposition of a constructive trust. Mary Sue Hubbard, wife of 
Church founder L. Ron Hubbard, intervened asserting various 
torts against Armstrong. Armstrong filed a cross-complaint 
seeking damages for fraud, intentional infliction of emotional 
distress, libel, breach of contract, and tortious interference 
with contract. 

Church's complaint and Hubbard's complaint in 
intervention were tried in 1984 by Judge Breckenridge. That 
trial led to a judgment, eventually affirmed on appeal, holding 
Armstrong's conversion of the documents was justified because 
he believed the conversion necessary to protect himself from 
Church's claims that he had lied about Church matters and 
L. Ron Hubbard. ( Church of Scientology v. Armstrong (1991) 232 
Cal.App.3d 1060, 1063, 1073.) 

Armstrong's cross-complaint in that case was settled 
in December 1986 by the settlement agreement which is the 
subject of the injunction in the present case. 

In the settlement agreement, the parties mutually 
released each other from all claims, except the then-pending 
appeal of Judge Breckenridge's decision on Church's complaint, 
which was expressly excluded. The settlement involved a number 
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of persons engaged in litigation against Church, all 
represented by Attorney Michael Flynn. As a result of the 
settlement, Armstrong was paid $800,000, Armstrong's 
cross-complaint was dismissed with prejudice, as agreed, on 
December 11, 1986. 

The portions of the settlement agreement most 
pertinent to this appeal are paragraphs 7-G, 7-H, and 10, in 
which Armstrong agreed not to voluntarily assist other persons 
intending to engage in litigation or other activities adverse 
to Church.1/ 


1. "G. Plaintiff agrees that he will not voluntarily 

assist or cooperate with any person adverse to Scientology in 
any proceeding against any of the Scientology organizations, 
individuals, or entities listed in Paragraph 1-above. 

Plaintiff also agrees that he will not cooperate in any manner 
with any organizations aligned against Scientology. Mf] 

H. Plaintiff agrees not to testify or otherwise participate in 
any other judicial, administrative or legislative proceeding 
adverse to Scientology or any of the Scientology Churches, 
individuals or entities listed in Paragraph 1 above unless 
compelled to do so by lawful subpoena or other lawful process. 
Plaintiff shall not make himself amenable to service of any 
such subpoena in a manner which invalidates the intent of this 
provision. Unless required to do so by such subpoena, 

Plaintiff agrees not to discuss this litigation or his 
experiences with and knowledge of the Church with anyone other 
than members of his immediate family. As provided hereinafter 
in Paragraph 18(d), the contents of this Agreement may not be 
disclosed. [if] . . . 10. Plaintiff agrees that he will not 
assist or advise anyone, including individuals, partnerships, 
associations, corporations, or governmental agencies 
contemplating any claim or engaged in litigation or involved in 
or contemplating any activity adverse to the interests of any 
entity or class of persons listed above in Paragraph 1 of this 
Agreement." 


Paragraph 20 of the agreement authorizes its 
enforcement by injunction. 


4 . 
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The Present Action 

In February 1992, Church filed a complaint in the 
present action alleging Armstrong's violation of the settlement 
agreement and seeking damages and injunctive relief. 

In support of its motion for a preliminary injunction. 
Church presented evidence that since June 1991 Armstrong had 
violated the agreement by working as a paralegal for attorneys 
representing clients engaged in litigation against Church and 
by voluntarily and gratuitously providing evidence for such 
litigation. Armstrong worked as a paralegal for Attorney 
Joseph Yanny, who represented Richard and Vicki Aznaran in a 
multimillion dollar suit against Church in federal court. 
Armstrong also voluntarily provided declarations for use in the 
Aznarans' case. Armstrong thereafter worked for Attorney Ford 
Greene on the Aznaran and other Church related matters. 

Armstrong did not deny the charged conduct but 
asserted the settlement agreement was not enforceable for 
various reasons, primarily that it was against public policy 
and that he signed it under duress. 

The Trial Court’s Preliminary Injunction 

The trial court granted a limited preliminary 
injunction, with exceptions which addressed Armstrong's 
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argument that the settlement agreement violated public policy 
by requiring suppression of evidence in judicial proceedings. 

The court found that Armstrong voluntarily entered the 
settlement agreement for which he received substantial 
compensation, and that Armstrong was unlikely to prevail on his 
duress claim. The court found that Armstrong could contract as 
part of the settlement to refrain from exercising various 
rights which he would otherwise have. Balancing the interim 
harms to the parties, the court found that to the extent of the 
limited acts covered by the preliminary injunction. Church 
would suffer irreparable harm which could not be compensated by 
monetary damages, and harm for which monetary damages would be 
difficult to calculate. (Code Civ. Proc., § 526, subds. 

(a)(2), (a)(4), (a)(5).) 

The court’s order provides, in pertinent part: 
“Application for preliminary injunction is granted in part, in 
the following respects only. [If] Defendant Gerald Armstrong, 
his agents, and persons acting in concert or conspiracy with 
him (excluding attorneys at law who are not said defendant's 
agents or retained by him) are restrained and enjoined during 
the pendency of this suit pending further order of court from 
doing directly or indirectly any of the following: [If] 
Voluntarily assisting any person (not a governmental organ or 
entity) intending to make, intending to press, intending to 
arbitrate, or intending to litigate a claim against the persons 
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referred to in sec. 1 of the 'Mutual Release of All Claims and 
Settlement Agreement' of December, 1986 regarding such claim or 
regarding pressing, arbitrating, or litigating it. [If] 
Voluntarily assisting any person (not a governmental organ or 
entity) arbitrating or litigating a claim against the persons 
referred to in sec. 1 of the ’Mutual Release of All Claims and 
Settlement Agreement' of December, 1986. M 

The court provided the following exceptions to address 
Armstrong's public policy arguments: "The court does not 
intend by the foregoing to prohibit defendant Armstrong from: 
(a) being reasonably available for the service of subpoenas on 
him; (b) accepting service of subpoenas on him without physical 
resistance, obstructive tactics, or flight; (c) testifying 
fully and fairly in response to properly put questions either 
in deposition, at trial, or in other legal or arbitration 
proceedings; (d) properly reporting or disclosing to 
authorities criminal conduct of the persons referred to in sec. 
1 of the 'Mutual Release of All Claims and Settlement 
Agreement' of December, 1986; or (e) engaging in gainful 
employment rendering clerical or paralegal services not 
contrary to the terms and conditions of this order." 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 
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DISCUSSION 

The grant of a preliminary injunction does not 
adjudicate the ultimate rights in controversy between the 
parties. It merely determines that the court, balancing the 
relative equities of the parties, concludes that, pending a 
trial on the merits, the defendant should be restrained from 
exercising the right claimed. The purpose of the injunction is 
to preserve the status quo until a final determination of the 
merits of the action. ( Continental Bakina Co. v. Katz (1968) 

68 Cal.2d 512, 528.) 

The court considers two interrelated factors. The 
first is the likelihood the plaintiff will prevail at trial. 

The second is the interim harm the plaintiff is likely to 
sustain if the injunction is denied, as compared to the harm 
the defendant is likely to suffer if the injunction is 
granted. ( Cohen v. Board of Supervisors (1985) 40 Cal.3d 277, 
286. ) 

The decision to grant or deny a preliminary injunction 
rests in the discretion of the trial court. Accordingly, an 
appellate court's review on appeal from the granting of a 
preliminary injunction is very limited. The burden is on the 
appellant to make a clear showing that the trial court abused 
its discretion. ( IT Coro, v. Countv of Imperial (1983) 35 
Cal.3d 63, 69; Nutro Products. Inc, v. Cole Grain Co. (1992) 3 
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Cal.App.4th 860, 865.) Abuse of discretion means’the trial 
court has exceeded the bounds of reason or contravened the 
uncontradicted evidence. ( IT Corp. v. County of Imperial , 
supra , 35 Cal.3d at p. 69.) 

Here, the trial court's memorandum decision reflects 
very careful consideration of the factors relevant to the 
granting of a preliminary injunction. The court weighed the 
relative harms to the parties and balanced the interests 
asserted by Armstrong. The court granted a limited preliminary 
injunction with exclusions protecting the countervailing 
interests asserted by Armstrong. We find no abuse of 
discretion, we cannot say that the trial court erred as a 
matter of law in weighing the hardships or in determining there 
is a reasonable probability Church would ultimately prevail to 
the limited extent reflected by the terms of the preliminary 
injunction. 

Although Armstrong’s "freedom of speech" is affected, 
it is clear that a party may voluntarily by contract agree to 
limit his freedom of speech. (See In re Steinberg (1983) 148 
Cal.App.3d 14, 18-20 [filmmaker agreed to prior restraint on 
distribution of film); ITT Telecom Products Coro, v. Poo ley 
(1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 307, 319 [employee's agreement not to 
disclose confidential information; "it is possible to waive 
even First Amendment free speech rights by contract"]; Snepp v. 
United States (1980) 444 U.S. 507, 509, fn. 3 [book by CIA 
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employee subject to prepublication clearance by terms of his 
employment contract].) 

The exceptions in the trial court's injunction assured 
that the injunction would not serve to suppress evidence in 
legal proceedings. The injunction expressly did not restrain 
Armstrong from accepting service of subpenas, testifying fully 
and fairly in legal proceedings, and reporting criminal conduct 
to the authorities. (See Philipp ine Export & Foreign Loan 
Guarantee Corn, v. Chuidian (1990) 218 Cal.App.3d 1058, 
1081-1'D82.) This contrasts with the stipulation in Marv R. v. 
B, & R. Corp. (1983) 149 Cal.App.3d 308, 315-316, cited by 
Armstrong, which prevented a party from disclosing misconduct 
to regulatory authorities. 

This appeal is only from the granting of a preliminary 
injunction which expressly did not decide the ultimate merits. 
As limited by the trial court here, the preliminary injunction 
merely restrains, for the time being, Armstrong's voluntary 
intermeddling in other litigation against Church, in violation 
of his own agreement. We decline any extended discussion of 
Armstrong's shotgun-style brief, which offers more than a dozen 
separate contentions against enforcement. It suffices to say 
that Armstrong has not borne his burden on appeal to 
demonstrate a clear abuse of discretion. 
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DISPOSITION 


The order granting a preliminary injunction is 

affirmed. 


NOT TO BE PUBLISHED 


VOGEL (C.S.), Acting P.J. 


We concur: 


HASTINGS, J. 


KLEIN (Brett), J.* 


•Assigned by the Chairperson of the Judicial Council. 
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CHURCH CF SCIENTOLOGY ) CASE NO. EC 15763C 
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Defendants. 


This .matter came on fcr nearing on Cctcoer c. 1995, on motion of plaintif 
Church of Scientology International ("tne Churcr."] *cr Summary Adjudication or 
:re Twentieth Cause of Action of the Secona Amer.dec Camaaint. Plaintiff 
Cr.urcn cf Sc < 3 r.:clcgy international apoeerac ov ts attorneys. Andrew H. Wilson 
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cf Wiiscn, Ryan Si Camerongc one Laurie J. Samiscn of 3owies Si Moxon, 
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defendant Armstrong appeared by his attorney, Ford Greene. Having read and 
considered the moving ana opposing papers, and the evidence and arguments 
presented therein and at the hearing, and good cause appearing: 

IT IS ORDERED: 
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* 

The Church's motion for summary adjudication of the twentieth cause of 
action of the Second Amended Complaint is GRANTED. The Court finds that there 
is no triable issue of material fact as to any of the following: 

1. Plaintiff and defendant freely and voluntarily entered into a Mutual 
Release of All Claims and Settlement Agreement ("Agreement") in December, 
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1980 . 


Ill 


2. Plaintiff performed all of its obligations pursuant to the Agreement. 

3. Defendant Armstrong received substantial consideration for the 
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20 



25*1 
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promises whicn ne made in the Agreement. 

I 

4. Since 1S9C, defendant Armstrong has repeatedly breacnec 
paragraphs 7(D), 7(E), 7(H), 7(G), 10. 13(D) anc 20 of the Agreement. 

5. Between 1 2S1 anc the oreser.t, Armstrong oreached paragraphs 7(G), 
7(H) and 10 of tne Agreement by providing voluntary assistance, exclusive of 
testimony mace pursuant to a vana suopcena. to the following private incivicuais, 

l 

eac.n of wncm was pressing a claim or engages in litigation with plaintiff and/or 

| 

one or mere cf tne designated beneficiaries of the Agreement: 

* Vicxi and Richard Aznaran, anti-Scientology litigants in the case of 

VicX; a zna' 3 n. ?t el. v. Churcn or Sciemoioav internaronal . United States 
District Court for the Central District of California, Case No, CV SS-1736 
(JMI) (Seo.St.Nos. 11-161; j 

* Joseoh A. Yanny, anti-Sc:entciogy litigant in tne case of Peiicicus 

fecnrciocv Ce n *er et v. -'osecr Ysnnv. et al. . Los Angeles Superior 
Court No. C 62C211 and ^e^mous Tecr mlrev Camer gr al. v Josecn 
Vamv Los Angeies Superior Court No. SC 023025 [Sep.St.Nos. 1 7- 
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20]; 

Malcolm Nothling, anti-Scientology litigant in tne matter between 
Malcolm Nothling and the Church of Scientology in South Africa, Adi Codd, 
Diane Kemp, Gie.n Rollins; Supreme Court of South Africa (Witwat2b$rand 
Local Division) Case No, 19221/88. [Sep.St.Nos. 21-24]; 

* Reader's Digest Corporation, anti-Scientology litigant in the case of 
Church of Scientology 0 f Lausanne vs. Kiosk AG. Basel, Switzerland 
[Sep.St.Nos. 25-26]; 

* Richard Eenar, anti-Scientology litigant in the case of Church of 
Scientciccv Imematicnal v. Tirre Warner, Ire.; Tirhe !nc. Magazine Company 
and Ricnsrd 5e h gr . United States District Court, Southern District of New 
York. Case Nc. 92 Civ. 3024 PKL [Sep.St.Nos. 27-281; 

* Steven Hunziker, anti-Scientology litigant in the case of Hunz ; ker v. 
Accliec Matsr'ais. 'nc. . Santa Clara Superior Court Case No. 692629 
[Sep.St.Nos. 29-33]; 

* Cavic Mayo, ar.ti-Scientolcgy litigant in the case cf Religious 

I 

Technciccv Cen-e r v B coir Sect: er 31 . . United States District Court for tne ; 
Central District af California. Case No. 35-711 [Sep.St.Nos. 34-25]; 

* Cult Awareness Network, anti-Scientology litigant in tne case of Cult i 
Awareness Ne:wcr< v C u urcn of Sc:e~toiccv | 'r,Ter~a ,,, cnai. et a!.. Circuit 
Court of Cook County, Illinois. No. 94LS04 [Sep.St.Ncs. 38-39]; 

I 

* Lawrence Wollersneim, anti-Scientology litigant n tne C3ses cf 
Lawrence Wn ! 'ers"e'm v Church of Scientology of Ca li fornia . Los Angeies 
Suoerior Court Numoer C232027 and Churcn 21 Sciemo'cav of California v 
Lawrence Wc | 'e r 3rein , Los Angeles Sucerior Court Numoer BC074815 
[Sep.St.Nos. 40-42); 

l 

* Ronald Lawiev, anti-Scientoicgy litigant in tne cases of Rgljcidus 

Teen~c'Qcv Z-ii-ZZl vs. Scctt. et at.. U.S. District Court, Central I 
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District of California, Case No. 85-711 MRP(Bx); Matter Between Chnmh 
ScJenipjsqy Advance d Organization Saint Hill Europe and Africa, anri Rr^; p 

Scott. Ron Lawlev, Mor a c Bellmaine. Srenhen Bisbev in the High Court of 
Justice Queen's Bench Division, Case 1984 S No. 1675; and Matter 
Between Church of Scientology Religious Education College Inc., and Nanry 

Carter, Ro n Lawlev. 5reven Biscev . in tne Hign Court of Justice Queen's 
Bench Division, Case 1986 C No. 12230 [Sep.St.Nos. 43-44]; 

* Uwe Geertz and Steven Fishman, anti-Scientology litigants in the case 
of Church of Scientciocv international v. Steven Fishman, et al .. United 
States District Court for the Central District of Cilifcrnia Numoer 91-6426 
HLH(Tx) [Sep.St.Nos. 45-46]; 

* Tilly Good, a claimant against the Church of Scientology, Mission of 
Sacramento Valley [Sep.St.Nos. 36-37]; 

* Cense Cantin, a claimant against tne Churcn of Scientology of Crar.ga 
County; Church of Scientcicgy cf Boston; and Churcn of Scientology. Flag 
Service Organization [Sec.St.Nos. 36-37]; and 

* Ed Fccerts. a claimant against the Church cf Scientoiocy of 


is,’ Stevens Creek [Sep.St.Nos. 36-37]. 

IS* 6. Between 1992 anc the prese r t, Armstrong breached paragrspn 7(C) 

2G: of tne Agreement by contacting mecia 'epresentatives, granting interviews and 
2lj attempting to assist media representatives in the preparation for publication or 
co; oroadcast magazine articles, newsoauer articles, Pocks. racio and television 

I 

23j programs, about or concerning the Church and/or other persons ann entities 
24.] -eferred to in paragraph 1 of the Agreement. These media representatives 
25/ included: 

2 51 * Code Network News: reporter Don Knapp, in March, 1992 
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[Sep.St.Nos. 47-48]; 

* American Lawyer Magazine: reporter Bill Herne, in March, 1992 
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[Sep.St.No. 49]; 

Los Angeles Times: reporter Bob Welkcs, in May, 1992; and reporter 
Joel SacDell, in June, 1993 (Sep.St.Nos. 50-51]; 

* CAN Video Interview, with anti-Scientologists 'Spanky" Taylor and 
Jerry Whitfield, in November, 1992 (Sep.St.No. 521; 

* KFAX Radio: interview planned but prevented in April, 1993 
(Sep.St.No. 53]; 

* Newsweek Magazine: reporter Charles Fleming, in June, 1993 and 
August, 1993 [Sep.St.No. 54-56]; 

* Daily Journal: reporter Mike Tipping, in June, 1993 [Sep.St.No. 57]; 

* Time Magazine: reoorter Richard Behar, in March, 1992 and in June, 
1923 [Sep.St.Nos. 58-591; 

* San Francisco Recorder: reporter Jennifer Cohen, in August, 1323 
[Sep.St.No. SO]; 

* E! Entertainment Network: reoorter Greg Agnew. in August. 1S93 
[Sep.St.No. 613; 

* WCRD Racio: rirsourgh, Pennsylvania, interviewed in the fail of 1233 
[Sep.St.No. 621; 

* St. Pstersourg Times: St. Petersburg, Florida, reporter Wayna Garcia, 
in the fall of 1293 [Sep.St.No. 63]; 

* Premiere Magazine: letter to the ecitor, in October, 1993 [Sep.St.No. 
04]; 

* Mirror-Group Newspapers: UniTed Kingdom, in May, 1994 
[Sep.St.No. 65]; 

* Gauntlet Magazine: New York, New York, reporter Rick Cusic< in 
June, 1924 [Sep.St.No. 66]; 

' Pacific Sun Newspaper: reporter Rick Sine, in June and July. 1994 
[Sep.St.No. 67], 
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Disney Cable: reporter Marsha Nix, in August, 1994. [Sep.St.No. 68]; 

and 

* Tom Voltz: Swiss author writing a book about Scientology, in 

October, 1994 [Sep.St.No. 69]. 

7. Between 1992 and the present, Armstrong breached*paragraph 7(D) 
of the Agreement by preparing and distributing at least three manuscripts 
concerning his claimed experiences in and with Scientology, including a treatment 
for a screenplay which he intends to turn into a film [Sep.St.Nos.70-71]. 

8 . Eetween 1991 and the present, Armstrong further breached 
paragraDh 7(D) of the Agreement by disclosing his claimed experiences in or with 
Scientology to each of the following persons or groups, not previously identified: 
Robert Lobsinger [Sec.St.Nc. 72’; the New York Times [Sep.St.No. 73]; Toby 
F'evin. Stuart Culter, Anthony Laing, Kant Burtner, and Margaret Singer 
[Sep.St.No. 7*4; ; Priscilla Coates [Sep.St.No. 75]; Omar Garrison [Sep.St.No. 76]; 
Vaughn and Stacy Young [Sec.St.Nc. 77]; a Stanford University psychology class 
[Sep.St.No. 78]; arrer.cses at me 1992 Cult Awareness Network Convention 
[Sen.St.No. 79!; sne Hana Whitfield [Sec.St.Nc. SC]. 

9. Defer,cant Armstrong has '“iterated numerous times tnat he intends 
tc continuing breaching :re ^greemer: unless he is orcered oy the Court to cease 
and desist [Sep.St.Nos. 87-97]. 

10 . Plaintiff's legal -emeaies are inadequate insofar as the scope of the 
relief ordered below s concerned, "'anarirq umocnonv Workshop, Inc, v 5arde r s 
(1982) 143 Cal.App.3d 371, 577-578. 1 93 Cal.Rprr 409. 413. 

Accordingly, the Court fires mat entry of a oermanent injunction in this 
SCuOn is necessary in this action because pecuniary compensation could not afford 
me Church adequate relief arc :ne restraint :s necessary in order to prevent a 
multiplicity of actions ~or breach or contract. Civil Code § 3422(1).13). A ORDER 
of injunction is therefore erterec as follows: 
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Defendant Gerald Armstrong, his agents, employees, and persons acting in 
concert or conspiracy with him are restrained and enjoined from doing directly or 
indirectly any of the following: 

1. Voluntarily assisting any person (not a governmental organ or 
entity) intending to make, intending to press, intending to arbitrate, or 
intending to litigate a claim, regarding such claim or regarding pressing, 
arbitrating, or litigating it, against any of the following persons or entities: 
o The Church of Scientology International, its officers, directors, agents, 
reoresentatives, employees, volunteers, successors, assigns and legal 
counsel; * 

c The Church of Scientology of California, its officers, directors, agents, 
representatives, employees, volunteers, successors, assigns and legal 
counsel; 
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c Re:igicus Technology Center, its officers, cirectcrs, agents, 

representatives, emoiovees, volunteers, successors, assigns and iegai 
counsel; 

o The Church of Soirituaf Technology, its officers, directors, agents, 

representatives, employees, volunteers, successors, assigns and legal 
counsel; 

o All Scentcicgy and Scientology affiliated Churcnes, organizations anc 
entities, and their officers, directors, agents, reoresentatives, 
emcicyees, volunteers, successors, assigns anc legal counsel: 
c Author Services, Inc., its officers, directors, agents, representatives, 
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emoloyees, volunteers, successors, assigns anc legal counsel; 
c The Estate of L. Ron HuDbard, its executor, beneficiaries, heirs, 
representatives, and legal counsel; and/or 
c Mary Sue HuOoarc; 

[Hereinafter referred to collectively as "tne Beneficiaries"); 


i 












2. Voluntarily assisting any person (not a governmental organ or 
entity) defending a claim, intending to defend a claim, intending to defend an 
arbitration, or intending to defend any claim being pressed, made, arbitrated 
or litigated by any of the Beneficiaries, regarding such claim or regarding 
defending, arbitrating, or litigating against it; 

3. Voluntarily assisting any person (not a governmental organ or 
entity) arbitrating or litigating adversely to any of the Beneficiaries; 

4. Facilitating in any manner the creation, publication, broadcast, 
writing, filming audio recording, video recording, electronic recording or 
reproduction of any kind of any book, article, film,‘television program, radio 
program, treatment, declaration, screenplay or other literary, artistic or 
documentary work of any kind which discusses, refers to or mentions 
Scientciogy, the Church, and/or any of the Beneficiaries: 

5. Ciscussing with anyone, not a member of Armstrong's 
immeciats family cr his attorney, Scientology, the Churcn, and/or any of the 
Beneficiaries; 

In acditicr., it is CRCEREC that, within 20 days of the issuance of this Order, 

Armstrong snail: 

1 . Return to the Church any documents wnic.n he now has in his 
possession, custody or control which discuss or concern Scientology, the 
Church and/or any person cr entity referred to in paragraph 1 of the "Mutual 
Release of All Claims anc Settlement Agreement" of Decemoer, 1986, other 
than documents which have been filed in tnis litigation. 

It is further ORDERED that during the oendency of tnis iitigation, documents 
whicn nave been filed in tnis iitigation may be retained by Armstrong's counsel. 
Those documents are to 'emam sealed, in the possession of iVIr. Greene or any 
successor counsel, anc may not be distributed to third parties. At the conclusion 
of the instant litigation. :t s ORDERED that all documents from this case in 


s 











counsel's possession which do not comprise counsel's woric product will be 
delivered to counsel for plaintiff. Counsel's woric product may be retained by 
Armstrong's counsel. 


DATED:_, 1995 

OCT i 7 895 
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THE HONCRA5LE GARY W. THOMAS 
SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE 
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FROM FAX AND FILE/MAR I N 


ANDREW H- WILSON - SEN 063209 
WILSON, RYAN k CAMFILONGO 
115 Sajisoae Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94104 
(415) 391-3900 
TELEFAX: (415) 954-0938 

LAURIE J. .BARTTLSON - SEN 139220 

MOXOS k BARTILSON 

6255 Sunset Boulevard, Suite 2000 

Hollywood, GA 90028 

(213) 960-1936 

TELEFAX: (213) 953-3351 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 

CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY INTERNATIONAL 


FILiD 



MaRI<nCCU»» 1V CLERK 

BY: E. Keswick. Deputy 



SUPERIOR COURT OP THE STATE OP CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OP MARIN ' gy p^v 


CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY INTERNATIONAL, ) 
a California not-for-profit) 


religious corporation; j 

> 

Plaintiff, ) 

) 

vs. ) 

) 

GERALD ARMSTRONG; DOES l through 25, ) 
inclusive, ) 

) 

Defendants. ) 

_ ) 


CASE NO. 157 680 

[CONSOLIDATED] 

JUDGMENT 

Trial Date; Vacated 


On October 6 , 1395, the Court, granted the notion of Plaintiff 


Mdc under Code of civil Procedure 5437 (c) on the ground that there 
is no defense to the action, and that judgment he entered for 
Plaintiff and against Defendants on the 13th, 16th, 17th and 19th 
causes of action of the Second Aaended Conplaint. 

on January 27, 1995, the court granted the notion of Plaintiff 
sade under Code of Civil Procedure $437(0) on the ground that there 
was no defense to the action, for an order that judgnent be entered 
for Plaintiff and against Defendants on the 4th ar.d 6th causes of 
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action of the Second Amended Complaint. 

On October 6, 1995 , the Court granted the motion of Plaintiff, 
made under Code of Civil Procedure §437(c) on the ground that there 
was no defense to the action, for an order that a permanent 
injunction be entered on behalf of Plaintiff and against Defendants. 

On August 16, 1994, the Superior Court of California, County of 
Los Angeles, in which this action was then pending, granted the 
motion of Defendants under Code of Civil Procedure §437(c) on the 
ground that the causes of action asserted in the 2nd and 3rd causes 
of action on the Cress-Complaint of Gerald Armstrong, for an order 
that judgment be entered for Defendants and against Plaintiffs on 
said causes of action. 

On March 7, 1996, the Court granted the motion of Cross- 
Defendant Church of Scientology made on the Code of Civil Procedure 
§437(c) on the ground that the action had no merit on the remaining 
claims set forth in the Cross-Complaint of Gerald Armstrong. 

On February 21, 1996, Plaintiff filed its Cost Bill herein, 
seeking costs in the amount of $334,671.75. 

In accordance with the above orders, 

IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Plaintiff shall 
recover from Defendant the principal sum of $300,000 plus interest 
at the legal rate from the date of such orders in the sum of 
$21,923, for a total sum of $321,923. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the judgment 
of permanent injunction shall be entered against Defendant Armstrong 
in accordance with that certain ORDER OF PERMANENT INJUNCTION signed 
by this Court on October 17, 1995, a copy of which is attached 
hereto as Exhibit A. 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Cross- 
Defendant shall have judgment against Cross-Complainant upon the 
Cross-Complaint of Gerald Armstrong. 

IT IS FURTH E R ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Plaintiff, 
shall recover from Defendant its costa In the sum of . $334,671*75. 


Dated 




JUDGE OT THE SUPERIOR COURT 
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Subject: Gerry Armstrong's communique to the LA City Council 

Dirt: 8 Oct 1996 05:56:12 GMT 

From: swhidn@nini.edu (Steven Whitish) 

Newsgroups: aIt.rcligion.aciccioiory 


October 7, 1996 


Los Angeles City Council 


Dear Council: 


Today's San Francisco Chronicle contains the following 
article: 

"Separation Of Church And Street? 

The City Council of Los Angeles has voted to change the name 
of Berendo Street to L. Ron Hubbard Way. 

Hubbard founded the Church of Scientology 40 years ago. 

Among his Hollywood believers are John Travolta, Tom Cruise and 
Kiratie Alley. 

The Council will vote on the renaming again this week; a 
second vote makes it official." 

J am. submitting this letter to recommend that this vote not 
be taken until an independent study is done to determine who L. 
Ren Hubbard really was and what the organization that observes 
him as religious leader really is, and who are its present real 
leaders. 

I ask for a public investigation and debate, because there 
exist reai questions of widespread psychological abuse and civil 
rights violations. Lcs Angeles is a major center in the 
Scientology network, and Scientology is a major presence in Los 
Angeles, thus it is potentially a good place to ask and get 
answers tc these real questions. 

I was in Scientology from 1969 through 1981. Sketches of icy 
Scientology history appear in the books published in the past 
decade. See, e.g., A Piece of Blue Sky by Jonathan Atack L. Ren 
Hubbard - Madman or Messiah by Bent Corydon, and Bare-Faced 
Messiah by Russell Miller. 

Following this letter is a decision after a thirty day trial 
in LA Superior Court in 1984 in the case of Scientology v. 
Armstrong, No. C 420153. This decision became a judgment which 
was affirmed after an appeal by the Scientology organization, 
Scientology•v. Armstrong (1991) 232 Cal.App.3xd 1060, 283 
Cal. Rptr. 91?-. I ask that this decision be read and considered 
because it concerns the character and activities of the late Mr. 
Hubbard and his organization, and addresses some of the abuse and 
civil rights issues. 

Since this decision Scientology has sued me four times in 
order tc silence me about my knowledge of its antisocial 
practices and the fraud of Mr. Hubbard and break me financially. 


1 of M 


10/06/96 23:50:54 
















FROM 


(MON) 2-10’97 12:39, '7:38/NO. 4260229874 P 3 

; • 

The organization has carried out what it calls a "black 
propaganda campaign" internationally to destroy ay character and 
credibility. 1 azn aware of similar attacks on other individuals 
whom the organization labels "enemies" and "fair game." Z am 
aware of Scientology** use of the justice system to harass 
individuals and deny them their civil rights. 7 believe that 
Scientology *s use of the law to attack and destroy its targeted 

enemies is well known in the Los Angeles legal community, » 

including among state and federal judges. I ask that the City 
Council make itself aware of Scientology's actions, attitude and 
reputation in the clty v s legal arena. 

Although Scientology postures itself and L. Aon Hubbard as 
defenders of civil rights, they are not. Scientology does not 
allow freedom of speech, but suppresses it through coerced gag ; 

contracts, a well-financed and aggressive litigation machine, 
private investigators, threat, dirty tricks and black propaganda. 

Scientology*s overwhelming wealth in this age in which money 
buys injustice, and its policy and determination to use the 
justice system to make war on its labelled enemies, including its 
economic or psychological victims and the lawyers who might help 
them, has resulted in a cruel and nation-wide denial of due 
process. 

Scientology does not in truth support freedom of religion, 
but uses the courts and the threat of prosecution to attack 
divergent practitioners and stifle religious dissent. 

Although it claims to be "The Road to Tortal Freedom," 

Scientology actually uses its power, its sggressive techniques 
and authority, and its misuse of the law to keep many people 
psychologically enslaved, in violation of the Thirteenth 
Amendment. 

Importantly for me, and 2 believe for many others if they 
had this information, Scientology is not just another religion, 
but a consciously anti-Christian organization. In its public 
relations statements Scientology claims to be compatible with 
Christianity and to recognize Jesus Christ as the Son of God. 

Yet what Hubbard actually wrote, and in the inner core what the 
organization teaches and adherents must believe, is that God, 

Heaven and Christ are "implants," false ideas implanted by pain 
and electronics in mankind by implanters millions of years ago to 
control them. 

Hubbard and now Scientology's present leaders keep these 
core beliefs hidden, protecting them as "religious trade secrets" 
and attacking those who dare to expose these writings. 

Scientology will not let anyone be a Christian and still be a 
Scientologist, despite its public relations assertions to the 
contrary. And no Christian, if he knew that Scientology's actual 
belief was that he was "psychotic, dramatizing an implant," would 
consider putting his money or mind in the organization's hands. 

I urge that this deceit be adequately confronted and responded to 
by Scientology's leaders before the rest of their PR is believed 
by City Council. 

2 believe that the celebrities that Scientology uses in its 
public relations and marketing are deliberately kept in the dark 
abcut Scientology's leaders' use of the organization*s wealth and 
power to rob individuals of their civil rights. It seems fair to 
ask that if these celebrities are going to permit themselves to 
be used, they confront each allegation of abuse, and not just 
parrot or buy the organization'3 public relations denials. 

I ask that the City Council take this opportunity to itself 
ask questions and get answers, and net to act without becoming 
fully informed. In that there is considerable obfuscation and 
rewriting of history by Scientology, becoming fully informed is a 
considerable task. Therefore, I suggest that an independent and 
ic study be done so that full information is obtained. 

Thank you for this opportunity to communicate with each of 
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Yours sineertly 


Gerry Armstrong 

^15 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard 
San Anselmo, CA 34960 
(415)456-6450 


♦ 


Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Los 
Angeles, Church of Scientology of California, Plaintiff, Mary Sue 
Hubbard Intervenor, vs. Gerald Armstrong, Defendant, Case No. C 
420153 

MEMORANDUM OF INTENDED DECISION 

/ 

In this matter heretofore taken under submission, the Court 
announces its intended decision as follows: 

As tc the tort causes of action, plaintiff, and plaintiff in 
intervention are to take nothing, and the defendant is entitled 
to Judgment and costs. 

As to the equitable actions, the court finds that neither 
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CHRON 


ANDREW H. WILSON 
STEPHEN C. RYAN-* 
ANNE R. KNOWLES 
LINDA M. FONG 
SHAUNA T. RAJKOWSKI 
JAIN-BREAC MacLEOD 
JASON S. COHEN 


•cwnnto taxation spccjaust 
Txe statc bar or cau^ornia 

BOARO Or L£OAL SPtCIAUZAT’.ON 


WILSON, RYAN & CAMPILONGO 

A PROFESSIONAL LAW COEPOHATION 

U5 SAN SOME STREET, SUITE 400 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94104 
1410) 391-3900 
TELECOPY (410) 904-0933 


Or COUNSEL 
LISA F. CAMPILONGO 


October 23, 1996 


Gerald Armstrong 

715 Sir Francis Drake Blvd. 

San Anselmo, CA 94960-1949 


Re: Church of Scientology v. Armstrong 

Our File No. SCI02-003 


Dear Mr. Armstrong 

It has come to my attention that you have posted or caused to be posted a "letter” on the 
Internet purportedly respecting the Los Angeles City Council’s decision to change the name of 
"Berendo Street" to "L. Ron Hubbard Way." We maintain that such conduct constitutes a 
violation of the Order of Permanent Injunction granted by Judge Thomas in the above-referenced 
action on October 17, 1996 (the "Order"). In the event you do not believe such conduct violates 
the Order, please inform me in writing of the basis of your conclusion. 

Please be advised that unless I receive an adequate explanation from you as to why the 
posting of your "letter" did not violate the Order, the Church of Scientology International will 
be calling your conduct to the Court’s attention. Also, please note that any further violation of 
the Order will only serve to exacerbate and compound the seriousness of this matter. 

Very truly yours, 

WILSON, RYAN & CAMPILONGO 



Andrew H. Wilson 


AHW-1551.LTR 
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Andrew H. Wilson 
WILSON, RYAN & CAMPILONGO 
235 Montgomery Street 
Suite 450 

San Francisco, California 94104 
(415) 391-3900 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 

CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY INTERNATIONAL 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
FOR THE COUNTY OF MARIN 

CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY ) Case No. 152229 

INTERNATIONAL, a California ) 
not-for-profit religious ) 

corporation; ) order of CONTEMPT 

) 

Plaintiff, ) 

) 

vs. ) 

) 

GERALD ARMSTRONG; DOES 1 ) 

through 25, inclusive, ) 

) 

Defendants. ) 

_ ) 

The contempt proceedings against Defendant GERALD ARMSTRONG 

came on for hearing by the Court on May 23, 1997 pursuant to this 

Court's ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE RE CONTEMPT issued on February 18, 

1997, and further pursuant to this Court's ORDER ALLOWING SERVICE 

OF THE ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE RE CONTEMPT issued on March 5, 1997. 

Petitioner CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY INTERNATIONAL appeared by its 

counsel, Andrew H. Wilson. Defendant ARMSTRONG did not appear 

nor did Defendant file any opposition or evidence. 

GOOD CAUSE APPEARING THEREFOR, the Court makes the following 

findings: 

1. On October 17, 1995 this Court entered an Order of 
Permanent Injunction against ARMSTRONG (the "Order") following 
motions for summary adjudication brought by Plaintiff. This 
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JOHN P. MONTGOMERY, 

Court Executive Ofncer 
MARIN COUNTY COURTS 
By: C. Biikcr, Deputy 
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Order was later incorporated into a judgment entered against Mr. 
Armstrong on May 2, 1996 (the "Judgment"). The Order prohibits 
ARMSTRONG from voluntarily assisting any persons litigating 
claims adverse to the "Beneficiaries" and from creating or 
publishing "works" discussing any of the Beneficiaries. One of 
the Beneficiaries is a corporation known as Religious Technology 
Center ("RTC"). 

2. The Order was valid when rendered and remains fully 
enforceable, notwithstanding ARMSTRONG'S appeal of the Judgment. 
The filing of a Notice of Appeal does not render a valid order 
unenforceable. 

3. ARMSTRONG had knowledge of the Order. ARMSTRONG'S 
counsel appeared at the hearing pertaining to the Order and 
received Notice of Entry. ARMSTRONG also received a Notice of 
Entry of Order which was served on his counsel. ARMSTRONG'S 
actual knowledge of the Order is also shown by the fact that 
ARMSTRONG himself signed and filed a Notice of Appeal of the 
Judgment. 

4. ARMSTRONG had the ability to comply with the Order. The 
Order was specific. It prohibited ARMSTRONG from voluntarily 
assisting any person arbitrating or litigating adversely to the 
Beneficiaries and also prohibited ARMSTRONG from facilitating in 
any manner the creation, publication, broadcast, writing, 
electronic recording or reproduction of various documentary 
works. There has been no suggestion, and certainly no showing by 
ARMSTRONG, that he is incapable of complying with the Order. 

Ill 
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5. ARMSTRONG willfully disobeyed the Order. On or about 
January 26, 1997, ARMSTRONG sent a document entitled DECLARATION 
OF GERALD ARMSTRONG to United States District Judge Ronald M. 
Whyte. Judge Whyte was at the time presiding over three cases in 
which the plaintiff is RTC. In the Declaration, ARMSTRONG 
recites his understanding that he was prohibited from sending 
such a Declaration directly to litigants and states that he is 
instead sending it directly to Judge Whyte in the hopes of 
influencing his decision on a pending matter. This evidences 
ARMSTRONG'S willful disobedience of the Order and Judgment. 

IT IS HEREBY ADJUDGED, ORDERED AND DECREED that Defendant 
GERALD ARMSTRONG is guilty of Contempt of Court for a failure to 
obey the Order and Judgment by sending the Declaration, as 
described above, to Judge White. As set forth above, the Order 
was valid and enforceable; ARMSTRONG had knowledge of the Order, 
had the ability to comply with the Order and willfully disobeyed 
the Order. 

IT IS FURTHER ADJUDGED, ORDERED AND DECREED that Defendant 
GERALD ARMSTRONG is to be punished for the foregoing contempt by 
a fine of $1,000.00 and confinement in the County Jail for a 
period not to exceed 48 hours. 

Dated; JUNO 3 1997 ear* «• TH0MAS _ 

JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT 


ckx*\plc\»ci02.003\cootarip(.ord. 
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ANDREW B. WILSON SBN 043209 
CLAUDETTE C. GRESNE SSN 184437 
WILSON CAXPXLONGO lie 
115 susae street./ Suite 400 

San rrendiseo, California 94104 
(415) 391-3900 

Atto rneys for. Plaintiff 

CHURCH Of SCIENTOLOGY INTERNATIONAL 


SUPERIOR COURT OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
FOR THE COUNTY OF KARIN 

Case Vo. 152229 


aamea of sctejtolooy 

INTERNATIONAL, « California 
not-for-profit religious • 
corporation; 


Plaintiff, 


vs. 


GERALD ARMSTRONG; DOES 1 
through 25, inclusive. 

Defendants. 


) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

} 

) 

5- 

\ 

4 

J 


BENCE WARRANT 

(Civil) 


BY FAX 


'The People of the State of California to any peace officer of 
this state: 


On October 17, 1995, this Cenrt entered an Ord e r of ■ p erm anent 
Injunction against Defendant gerald Armstrong (•Armstrong*). The 
Order prohibits ARMSTRONG free voluntarily assisting any .pe r sons 
litigating cla'ias adverse to the 'Beneficiaries* and prohibiting , 
•works" discussing any of the Beneficiaries. The -order was valid. 
ARMSTRONG had knowledge of the Order. ARMSTRONG has the ability to , 
comply with the Order. 

ARMSTRONG willfully disobeyed the order by /sending a 
■declaration to Judge White. 

The contempt proceedings against ARMSTRONG cue on' for hearing 
by the above-refereneed Court ©n Kay 23,' 1997 pursuant tc this 
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Court's ORDI* 70 SHOW CXDS£ RE CONTEKPT issued on February 19, 1997, 

t I t 

end pursuant to this Court's ORDER ALLOWING SERVICE OF THE ORDER SO. 
SHOW CAUSE RE COHTQSPT issued on Kerch 5 , 1997. ARHSTROKC. did net 
appear nor did arxstrojjc file any opposition or evidence. An .order 
or‘ contempt was issued by this court os June .5, 1997 (A true.and- 
correct, copy of this order is attached and highlighted here as 
Exhibit A) . 

YOU ARE THEREFORE ORDERED forthwith to arrest GERALD ASKS7R0KG 
whose last known address: 715 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, San 
Ansels©, CA -94960-1949 and bring his before this Court to sbov 
cause why he should not be punished for centenpt for disobeying the 

t 

a&ndate of this court. 

Arrest under this bench warrant say be made at any tise of the 
day or night.. 

Bail is fixed in the sua of S ^ObQ (and pursuant to the 
order OF CONTBSPI,. including a fine of S1000.00 and confinesent-in' 
the County Jail for a period not to exceed 46 hours). 

BO ORDERED 
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ANDREW Z. WILSON SIN 063209 
CLAUDETTE C. GREENE SIN 184437 
VTLSON CAXPIiCKG© Xi* 

115 fiaaseae street/ Suite 400 

sea Frandiseo, California 94104 
(415) 391-3900 

Atto rneys for!Plaintiff 

CHURCH 07 SCIENTOLOCX INTERNATIONAL 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


FOR THE COUNT? OF KARZF 


CHURCH 0? SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL, * California 
not-for-profit religious • 
corporation; 

Plaintiff, 


vs. 

GERALD ARMSTRONG; DOES 1 
through 25, inclusive. 

Defendants. 
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Case He. 152229 

ISO ZASRANT 

(Civil) 



y 


'The People of the State of California to any peace officer of 
this state: 

On October 17, 1995, this Court entered an Or de r of ■ P cra &ner.t ■ 
Injunction against Defendant GERALD ARMSTRONG ("ARMSTRONG"). She 
Order prohibits ARMSTRONG free voluntarily assisting any .pe rs ons 
litigating cla'ims adverse to the 'Beneficiaries" and prohibiting , 
"works" discussing any of the Beneficiaries. The-order was valid. 
ARMSTRONG had knowledge of the Order. ARMSTRONG has the ability to 
coeply with the Order. 

Armstrong willfully disobeyed the order by sending a 
declaration to Judge White. 

The Centeept proceedings against ARMSTRONG, ease on' for bearing 
by the above-referenced Court on Kay 23,'. 1997 pursuant to this 
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court's OBcat to ssov cause re contdcpt issued on February is, 1297 , 

• , ■ . < 

and pursuant to this Court's 03®O. 1LL0HWG SERVICE OF THE ORDER TO. 
SHOW CAUSE S£ COHTHSPI issued on March S, 19*7. ARKSTROKC • did not 
appear nor did Armstrong file any opposition er evidence. An .ORDER 
or' contort 'was issued fey this court os June .5, 1997 (A true.and- 
eorrcct. copy of this order is attached and highlighted here as 
Eadiibit A) . 

YOU ARE THEREFORE ORDERED JcrtfiVith to arrest GERALD ARMSTRONG 
vhose last taown address: 715 Sir Francis' Dr file boulevard, San 
Anselao/ CA 94960-1949 and bring his before this Court to. show 
cause why he should not be punished for contempt for disobeying the 

e 

mandate el this court. 

Arrest under this bench varrant say be made at any tine of the 
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day or .night. 
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hail is fixed is the run of $ (and pursuant te the 
ORDER OF C0RT31FT f including a fine of S1000.00 and eonfineaent-in' 
"the County Jail fer a period not to exceed 4S hours). 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 


I declare that I am employed in the City and County of San Francisco, 
California. I am over the age of eighteen years and not a party to the within entitled 
action. My business address is 115 Sansome Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, 
California. 

On November 18, 1997, I caused the attached copy of 

PLAINTIFF AND RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL, 
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT THEREOF, 
AND DECLARATION OF ANDREW H, WILSON IN SUPPORT THEREOF 

on the following in said cause, by placing for deposit with the U.S. Mail on this day 
in the ordinary course of business, true copies thereof enclosed in sealed envelopes. 
The envelopes were addressed as follows: 

Gerald Armstrong 

C/O George W. Abbott, Esq. 

2245-B Meridian Blvd. 

P.O. Box 98 

Minden, Nevada 89423-0098 

Clerk of Marin County Superior Court 
Hall of Justice 
Marin Civic Center 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

In addition, an original and 3 copies of the above-entitled motion were filed 
with the following: 

Clerk of the Court 

California Court of Appeal - First Appellate District 
Marathon Plaza - South Tower 
303 Second Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94107 

I declare under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of 
California that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed at San Francisco, 
California on November 18, 1997. 



JUNE WILLIAMS 






